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REPORT
ON
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1
TAX BASE PROPOSAL
(School Measure No. 4)
School costs are increasing at a faster rate than revenues and are slowly
disabling the Portland schools. Unless the present $33,427,442 tax base
is updated to 1968 costs, Portland children will be deprived of needed
education available to other children. At least $43,302,442 annually is
required to reverse the trend and enable Portland schools to do an adequate
job of education. $43,302,442 can be raised by an estimated maximum
levy of only $13.28 per $1,000 of true cash value of taxable property,
compared with an average $17.78 which surrounding school districts' tax-
payers are now paying to operate their schools. Accordingly:
Shall the present $33,427,442 tax base of School District No. 1,
Multnomah County, Oregon, be updated and reestablished for the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1968 in the amount of $43,302,442, at an
estimated maximum total levy of $13.28 per $1,000 of true cash value
of taxable property?
( ) Yes. I vote to update and reestablish the tax base.
( ) No. I vote against updating and reestablishing the tax base.
[Note: This School District No. 1, Multnomah County, Oregon proposal will be
referred to the electors of the District in an election held in connection with the
Oregon Primary election on the 28th day of May, 1968.]
To the Board of Governors,
The City Club of Portland:
I. THE ASSIGNMENT
Your Committee was originally established to study budgetary procedures of
School District No. 1, Multnomah County, Oregon. During the course of the
Committee's study, the Board of Governors has asked the Committee to investigate
and report to the membership on:
(1) The Special Tax Levy proposal submitted to the voters of School
District No. 1, Multnomah County, Oregon at a special election held on Friday,
May 19, 1967. This Special Tax Levy proposal was approved by the City Club
membership but defeated by the voters in the special election. For detail of the
Committee's report, see "Portland City Club Bulletin," Volume 47, No. 50,
May 12, 1967.
(2) The Revised Special Tax Levy of $6,520,000 for Maintenance and
Operation Funds proposal submitted to the voters of School District No. 1,
Multnomah County, Oregon at a special election held on Thursday, June 29,
1967. This Revised Special Tax Levy was approved by the City Club member-
ship but defeated by the voters in the special election. For the Committee's
report and recommendation, see "Portland City Club Bulletin," Volume 48,
No. 4, June 23, 1967.
(3) The School District No. 1 Tax Base proposal to increase the authorized
tax base for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1968 from the present
$33,427,442 (the fiscal year 1968 tax base of $31,535,323 plus six per cent
authorized increase) to a new level of $43,302,442, or an increase of
$9,875,000. This proposal will be submitted to the voters of School District
No. 1, Multnomah County, Oregon, on Tuesday, May 28, 1968.
[Note: This latter sub-assignment has been made the responsibility of Sub-committee
B of your primary Committee.]
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II. RESEARCH AND BIBLIOGRAPHY
The Committee has reviewed and studied a vast volume of textual material
published by School District No. 1, Oregon Education Association, National
Education Association of the United States and the Oregon State Department of
Education, as well as the previous City Club studies on special tax levies for
operational purposes, building fund levies, and proposals to increase the School
District's tax base.
The Committee, or its members, interviewed the following:
Don Frisbee, Chairman, Citizens for Schools Committee;
Mrs. Shirley Gold, President, Portland Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO;
Chester A. Klink, Apartment House Owners Association's chairman of its
School District No. 1 Tax Base Increase Study Committee.
Charles O. Kuzminski, Executive Secretary, Portland Association of
Teachers (an affiliate of the Oregon Education Association and of the
National Education Association of the United States);
S. J. Pounder, President, Portland Board of Realtors;
The Following Directors of the Board of Education, School District No. 1:
Theodore A. Yaw, Chairman; R. W. DeWeese, Robert L. Ridgely;
and Mrs. Forrest E. Rieke;
Dr. Melvin W. Barnes, Superintendent and School Clerk, School District
No. 1;
The following Assistant Superintendents of School District No. 1:
Dr. Amo deBernardis, President, Portland Community College;
Dr. William A. Oliver, Budget Officer;
Dr. Lawrence E. Winter, in charge of Secondary Education;
Dr. Norman K. Hamilton, in charge of Instruction;
Dr. Harold A. Kleiner, in charge of the Model Schools Program;
The following administrative staff members of School District No. 1:
L. N. Baker, Business Manager;
Delford M. Bishop, Deputy School Clerk (employed by the Board of
Directors), and
Glenn E. Hill, Director of Educational Systems for the 1970's (E.S.
70);
Various individual primary and secondary school administrators and
teachers;
Various elected city and county officials.
The Committee carefully perused the proposed budget for School District No. 1,
Multnomah County, Oregon for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1968.
The Committee notes the formation, on May 15, 1968 as this report goes to
press, of "Citizens for Fair Taxes," a new group organized to oppose the tax base
increase measure. The Committee regrets not having further time available to
obtain the views of this new organization for inclusion in this report. However, the
Committee has found no arguments advanced by this group which have not already
been considered and evaluated bv your Committee.
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III. BACKGROUND
Until November 30, 1952 Article XI, Section 11 of Oregon's Constitution
stated that no government unit, such as School District No. 1, having the power
to levy taxes, could so exercise that power as to raise a greater amount of tax
revenue (other than debt service) than the total amount levied by it in any one
of the three preceding years, plus six per cent thereof, without specific authoriza-
tion of the voters in that government unit's tax district. This is commonly known
as the "six per cent limitation" and is still in effect. If the six per cent limitation is
used to its maximum by the tax district, a tax base will double in size in twelve years.
On December 1, 1952 this section of Oregon's Constitution was amended to
also permit government units having the power to levy taxes to adopt a new tax
base in any amount approved by the voters of its tax district; but the question of
establishing a new tax base must be submitted to the voters at the primary or
general election and must specify in dollars and cents the amount of the present
tax base and the amount of the new proposed tax base. If approved by the voters,
the new tax base shall apply to the levy for the fiscal year next following its adoption.
Thus, if a tax base change is approved at the primary election, the new tax base
will go into effect on July 1 of that calendar year; and, if a new tax base is approved
at the general election, it will not go into effect until July 1 of the next calendar
year. Once a new tax base is approved and becomes effective, the "six per cent
limitation" for subsequent fiscal years is determined by the new tax base.
A thirty-year history of School District No. 1 tax levies, tax base increases, and
the General Fund Budget is shown in following Tables A, B, and C. Data contained
in these charts have been supplied by the School District, with added information
from the Multnomah County Taxation and Conservation Commission.
The last time School District No. 1 incurred bonded indebtedness was in the
post-World War I building and remodeling period of the mid-20s. The last Debt
Fund Levy affecting all property owners in the District (these levies did not require
an annual vote of the taxpayers) was in Fiscal Year 1946, and the District had
sufficient monies on hand on June 30, 1949 to liquidate its outstanding bonded
indebtedness. Subsequent to that period, the District has had to maintain Debt
Fund Accounts (separate from the General Fund) when it has annexed other
school districts which had incurred bonded indebtedness, prior to the annexation,
but tax levies necessary to provide for the retirement of the bonds is made against
only the property in the former school district. At this time, the Sylvan Debt Fund
is the only one in existence.
In the period of the 1930s and until June 30, 1944, the School District was
able to live within the restrictions of the "six per cent limitation" due to increasing
property values of the tax district and wartime restrictions preventing needed
expansion of its facilities, programs and salaries. The end of wartime restrictions;
the sharp increase of school population by in-migration during the war years; the
expanding birth rate; continuous increasing costs of instruction materials, con-
struction, services and salaries, have made the "six per cent limitation" a drastic
restriction for School District No. 1. It has made it impossible for the District to
maintain an effective program without additional resources since July 1, 1944.
In the following charts, "CY" refers to budgets for calendar years, and "FY"
refers to budgets for fiscal years.
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CHART A
HISTORY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1 TAX BASE LEVIES
AND INCREASES
(relating to the General Fund)
Year 6% Increase
Tax Base
Levies
Debt Fund
Levies
Special Maint.
& Operation Levies TOTAL
CY37
CY38
CY39
CY40
CY41
CY42
X
X - $2,436
X
X
X —$35,000
(January thru June)
2,774,465.46
2,938,497.00
3,114,806.00
3,301,694.00
3,464,795.00
1,843,627.00
1,008,195.64
1,083,781.25
976,696.87
943,729.70
854,098.19
600,000.00
3,782,661.10
4,022,278.25
4,091,502.87
4,245,423.70
4,318,893.19
2,443,627.00
FY 43 X 3,687,255.90
FY 44 X 3,908,491.00
FY 45 X 4,143,000.00
FY 46 X 4,391,580.00
FY 47 X 4,655,074.00
FY 48 X 4,934,378.00
FY 49 X 5,230,440.00
FY 50 X 5,544,266.00
FY 51 X 5,876,921.00
FY 52 X 6,229,536.00
FY 53 X 6,603,308.00
FY 54 X 6,999,506.00
FY 55 X + $3,770,524 11,190,000.00
Based on Supreme Court
ruling of 6-1-55 requiring Tax
Base Increase passed in
election of 5-21-54
FY 56 Tax Base Increased 5-21-54 12,704,644.00
FY 57 Tax Base Increase 15,051,904.00
to $16,920,937 was approved
5-18-56 but $1,869,033 was
not used by the District,
due to other revenues meet-
ing the District's needs (in-
cludes Annexation increase)
FY 58 Adjusted Tax Base 16,995,919.00
and Annexation Increase
FY 59 X 18,025,862.00
and Annexation Increase
FY 60 X 19,107,413.00(Note: An attempt to in-
crease the tax base by$3,000,000 for FY 61 failed to
pass on 5-20-60)
FY 61 X 20,253,858.00
FY 62 X 21,469,088.00(Note: $340,000 of authorized
special levy of $2,500,000
voted 3-8-61 was not needed,
due to revenues from other
sources)
FY 63 X 22,757,233.00(plus 3-8-61 Special Levy)(Note: Special 10-yr. serial
levy of $2,100,000 per year
starting FY 63 failed to pass
election held 5-18-62)
FY 64 X 24,662,301.00
and Annexation Increase.(Note: $1,270,040 of $2,500,000
2-yr. special levy approved
4-26-63 was not needed due
to revenues from other
sources)
FY 65 X 26,438,362.00
and Annexation Increase
FY 66 X 28,024,663.00(Note: A 2-yr. special levy of$2,000,000 per year was ap-
proved by election of 5-7-65)
FY 67 X 29,706,142.00(Note: Special levies for$9,820,000 and $6,520,000 for
FY 68 failed to pass elec-
tions of 5-19-67 and 6-29-67)
FY 68 X 31,535,323.00
FY 69 X 33,427,442.00
Proposed Tax Base Increase 43,302,442.00
730,000.00
500,000.00
601,000.00
445,000.00
750,000.00
1,700,000.00
2,520,000.00
2,660,000.00
1,970,000.00
2,247,000.00
2,636,000.00
2,160,000.00
2,500,000.00
2,000,000.00
4,417,255.90
4,408,491.00
4,744,000.00
4,836,580.00
4,655,074.00
5,684,378.00
6,930,440.00
8,064,266.00
8,536,921.00
8,199,536.00
8,850,308.00
9,635,506.00
11,190,000.00
12,704,644.00
15,051,904.00
16,995,919.00
18,025,862.00
19,107,413.00
20,253,858.00
23,629,088.00
2,500,000.00 25,257,233.00
539,960.00 25,192,261.00
28,938,362.00
30,024,663.00
2,000,000.00 31,706,142.00
31,535,323.00
33,427,442.00
43,302,442.00
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CHART C
TOTAL SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1 TAX LEVIES AND THE GENERAL FUND
Total of all General
School District Fund
Year TaxLeviesO Budget
CY 37 $ 3,782,661.10
CY 38 4,022,278.25 $ 4,541,422
CY 39 4,091,502.87 4,793,631
CY 40 4,245,423.70 4,723,330
CY 41 4,318,893.19 4,792,061
CY 42 January through June (District went 2,443,627.00 3,053,152
Fiscal Year Budgeting on 7-1-42)
FY 43 4,417,255.90 5,126,514
FY 44 4,408,491.00 5,684,520
FY 45 5,744,000.00 7,014,993
FY 46 5,836,580.00 7,117,634
FY 47 5,655,074.00 7,868,579
FY 48 6,684,378.00 9,767,138
FY 49 10,430,440.00 10,796,637
FY 50 10,564,266.00 12,098,786
FY 51 11,036,921.00 12,736,544
FY 52 13,479,536.00 14,396,331
FY 53 14,130,308.00 15,141,884
FY 54 14,915,506.00 16,848,801
FY 55 16,470,000.00 18,789,549
FY 56 17,984,644.00 21,119,031
FY 57 20,331,904.00 24,069,394
FY 58 22,275,919.00 25,594,900
FY 59 22,455,862.00 27,444,936
FY 60 23,537,413.00 29,682,987
FY 61 24,683,858.00 30,900,745
FY 62 23,629,088.00 34,569,690
FY 63 25,257,233.00 37,161,390
FY 64 27,692,261.00 39,365,000
FY 65 33,038,362.00 42,577,145
FY 66 34,124,663.00 46,526,975
FY 67 _._ 35,806,142.00 48,655,000<2>
FY 68 35,535,323.00 50,217,655")
FY 69 6% Increase _„_.. 35,027,442.00
Proposed Tax Base Increase 44,902,442.00 61,294,884
(^Includes Building (Capital Outlay) Levies.
(2)Did not include Portland Community College Budget of $3,076,872.
o>Did not include the Model Schools Budget of $835,000 except $200,000 local funds.
Note: Although all General Fund budgets contain Capital Outlay items, in recent years the
Building Fund Budget with its Building Fund Levies resources, has been separated
from the General Fund Budget.
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IV. THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS
A. Introductory
The need of the Portland School District No. 1 for additional operating funds
was evident to the Committee last year when District voters were asked to approve
a 59,820,000 special levy.'" At that time additional teachers were needed to
relieve classroom loads, which were well above the state average. Additional funds
were also needed to expand the District's vocational education program, its Model
Schools program for disadvantaged children, and its program of special education
for the handicapped. Nearly one-half of the originally proposed 1967-68 special
levy was earmarked for needed salary increases for teachers and other District
personnel whose salaries no longer compared favorably with those in other major
Northern and Western cities and in many other Oregon districts. An increase in
building maintenance funds was needed to repair the District's numerous pre-1940
structures which, by reason of long-continued diversion of these funds to other
school needs had greatly deteriorated.
Despite the critical needs of the District in 1967-68, District voters rejected
both the requested levy and the second reduced special levy of $6,520,000. As
a result of these defeats, the Portland School Board cut some S9,000,000 in
programs and personnel from the proposed 1967-68 budget, while maintaining
the proposed salary increases. The decision to maintain salary increases despite
the special levy defeats was justified by the District as being necessary to retain the
best of the District's teachers and administrators, the loss of whom could cause a
further deterioration in the quality of the District's education program.
The salary increases and the overall loss (with the permissible six per cent
increase) of an additional $230,908 for the kindergarten through twelfth grade
program (K-12) by the expiration of a previous special levy, necessitated program
and personnel reductions which, in many instances, were at levels below those of
1966-67. The most notable of these reductions below 1966-67 levels were the
following:
1. The District's professional staff, including teachers and administrators,
was reduced by 112 persons.
2. Teacher, resource and library aides were reduced by 47 persons.
3. The clerical staff was reduced by 64 persons.
4. The custodial staff was reduced by 32 persons.
5. Kindergartens were operated on a partial-week basis.
6. The athletic budget was eliminated and interscholastic athletics would
have been eliminated but for a successful public fund drive.
7. The instructional materials and equipment budgets were reduced sub-
stantially, resulting in curtailment of textbook, library book and audio-
visual purchases.
8. The school health and nursing service program was eliminated.
9. The school social worker program was reduced by 20 social workers.
10. Other program reductions below levels maintained in 1966-67 were
administrative research, curriculum development, in-service staff develop-
ment, building maintenance and repair, site improvement and school
remodeling.
In addition to the above, several other programs in need of expansion and
which were to have been expanded in 1967-68, were curtailed. Most notable of
these were the Model Schools and vocational education programs. The latter was cut
$203,967 below the proposed budget which eliminated pilot programs at Jefferson
and Roosevelt high schools.
Without additional revenues, School District No. 1 is faced with the possibility
in 1968-69 of operating many of its educational programs below the 1967-68
level and with fewer teachers and other staff personnel.
(i)Special Tax Levy Measure, Portland City Club Bulletin, May 12, 1967, Vol. 47, No. 50.
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Portland's proposed general budget for 1968-69 and its approved budgets for
the past two years are as follows:
1966-67 (Actual) 1967-68 (Approved) 1968-69 (Proposed)
Reg., K-12 $45,163,763 $44,932,855 $54,613,465
Model Schools 825,000 1,287,500
Community College 3,076,872 4,459,810 5,393,919
TOTAI $48,240,635 $50,217,665 $61,294,884
Portland spends less than most other Oregon school districts on a per-pupil
basis. A comparison of Portland's per-pupil expenditures in 1967-68 with those
of neighboring districts is as follows:
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
School District 1967-68
Portland $626.21
David Douglas 729.49
Parkrose 689.94
Reynolds 730.81
Beaverton 716.24
West Linn 826.66
Oregon City 700.13
Lake Oswego 680.23
According to a National Education Association Report on the Portland School
System,(2) the increasing cost of public school education is not solely a Portland
phenomenon. Nationally, the cost of education has been increasing yearly for the
past several years at the following rates:
INCREASED COST OF EDUCATION NATIONALLY")
(Net current expenditures per pupil)
Year Increased Cost in Per Cent
1961-62 to 1962-63 6.3%
1962-63 to 1963-64 5.1%
1963-64 to 1964-65 6.0%
1964-65 to 1965-66 7.8%
1965-66 to 1966-67 8.2%
1966-67 to 1967-68 6.9%
In terms of the 1968-69 school year, rising costs, reduction of revenues avail-
able from State and Federal Sources for the K-12 and Model Schools programs and
urgently needed program restorations and expansions curtailed last \ear ha\e left
Portland with a substantial shortage of revenues.
Portland's budget resources for 1968-69 as compared to those for 1967-68
are as follows:
<-)"An Analysis oi Current Education Conditions in the Portland School System," National
Commission on Professional Rights and Responsibilities of the National Education Associa-
tion of the United States and the Oregon Education Association, November, 1967, page 12.
(')Ibid, page 11.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 1 ESTIMATED BUDGET RESOURCES
(Data furnished by School District No. 1)
Adopted Increase 1968-69 Budget
1967-68 or without a
Budget Decrease tax base increase
Revenue from local sources $31,698,125 $114,317 $31,812,442
Taxes (all sources) 31,000,000 ( 72,558) 30,927,442
Tuition from Patrons 127,125 ( 125) 127,000
Other Revenues (sports, etc.) 571,000 187,000 758,000
Revenue from Intermediate Sources ___. 1,165,000 115,000 1,280,000
Revenue from and through
State Sources 10,929,375 (274,375) 10,655,000
Revenue from Federal Sources 450,000 ( 75,000) 375,000
Sale of Property and Insurance
Adjustments 10,000 10,000
Receipt from other Districts 43,500 13,500 57,000
Net working capital 1,350,000 (300,000) 1,050,000
Model Schools _..._ 625,000 ( 37,500) 587,500
Portland Community College
Items Transferred 3,946,665 785,719 4,705,384
TOTAL REVENUES $50,217,665 $314,661 $50,532,326
Through the proposed tax base increase of $9,875,000, Portland seeks to
restore some of the approximately $9,000,000 in program and personnel cuts
made from its originally proposed 1967-68 budget, most of which cuts were made
in K-12 programs. The increase would offset fixed cost increases and permit
restoration and expansion of K-12 programs and personnel in the amount of
approximately $6,400,000, well below the original proposal for 1967-68. This
would leave an estimated $3,200,000 for projected salary increases for the District's
nearly 6000 employees which are intended to offset a rise in the cost-of-living and
to provide incentive for teachers to improve their teaching qualifications.
B Specific Allocation of Additional Funds
In order to restore educational programs, staff and services to the District's
1966-67 level of operation and to provide a balanced program of education for
the special needs of a central urban school system, the Portland School District
has proposed a budget for operations in 1968-69 of $54,613,465, excluding the
District's contribution to Portland Community College and the Model Schools
Program. This represents an increase over this year's operating budget of
$9,680,610.
Set forth below is a resume of those expenditures which your Committee deemed
most significant in an analysis of the increased budget.
Account No. 00203: Instructional Materials (excluding salaries)
1966-67 Actual
$514,697
1967-68 Budget
$293,370
1968-69 Proposed
$981,370
It seems obvious to your Committee that the most important teaching assists to
instruction are textual and reference materials. Yet this year, expenditures for
textbook and library reference purchases were reduced by over 40 per cent from
that of last year and the previous year. With the rise in prices for such items, the
actual reduction in item purchases more closely approximates 50 per cent. It was
distressing to learn that 35 of 93 elementary schools were without any kind of a
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central library facility. <4> Thus, the proposed budget would add central libraries
to ten elementary schools. While some seventh and eighth graders of the District
will still be without a central library reference resource, all of the large elementary
schools of the District will be so equipped.
The proposed approximate $700,000 increase for textbooks and library
materials attempts to enable the District to provide its students with appropriate
teaching tools essential to the learning process.
Account No. 00213: Elementary Instruction
1966-67 Actual 1967-68 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$17,610,373 $18,639,033 $20,504,302
The instruction budget for kindergarten and grade schools in 1967-68 slightly
increased over similar appropriations in 1966-67. However, such figures do not
reflect the slash of teaching positions made necessary to meet the increased salary
load. Such personnel reductions increase classroom loads. One-third of the District's
classrooms exceed thirty pupils. Thirty classrooms exceed 35 pupils. This problem
focuses upon comparison of Portland classrooms with the statewide average class
size of 25 pupils. The proposed budget contemplates restoring 63 teaching positions,
providing additional teaching assistants to alleviate the strain in problem classrooms
and reinstating the kindergarten program on a full-time basis.
Account No. 00232: Secondary Instruction
1966-67 Actual 1967-68 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$9,608,475 $10,060,365 $11,772,533
Again, the slight budget increase this year distorts what really happened in
the high schools as a result of last year's levy election defeats. The figures cloak the
actual loss of several hundred high school staff personnel this year in the face of
increased high school population. Next year the District anticipates a growth of
another 600 pupils in the high schools. Additional personnel are needed not only
to restore our past program but also to accommodate the increased load. The 66 new
teaching positions which the proposed budget would allow hardly seem sufficient
to meet the demands which quality education in the high schools requires.
Account Nos. 00601-00690: Operation of Plant
1966-67 Actual 1967-68 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$3,851,649 $3,965,172 $4,422,280
Although the proposed budgeted increase considerably exceeds this year's and
last year's budget, this increase represents restoration of only 60 per cent of this
year's custodial staff reduction. In order to keep the physical plant clean, your
Committee is aware that, in some instances, janitorial duties have been assigned as
punishment to delinquent pupils. While the punishment might be appropriate,
your Committee feels it ought to be inflicted for purposes of improving the student,
not the schools.
Account Nos. 00710-00790: Maintenance of Plant and Equipment
1966-67 Actual 1967-G8 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$2,512,234 $2,171,379 $2,978,939
Past City Club reports, including your Committee's past reports, have criticized
the District's policy in previous years of repairing its physical plant on an emergency
basis only. The proposed budget for repairs might eliminate this year's "disaster
only" policy but cannot be considered an improvement. Again, it fails to provide
for a sound preventive maintenance repair program.
(4)Your Committee has been convinced that count)' public libraries are not designed to meet the
needs of seventh and eighth grade research assignments.
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Account Nos. 01001-01020: Athletics
1966-67 Actual 1967-68 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$385,569 0 $478,044
The success of last year's community drive to restore athletics to the education
programs of the District cannot be expected to be duplicated this year. No signifi-
cant new athletic programs are planned next year, yet the cost increase of running
last year's programs next year cannot be better illustrated than in an analysis of the
athletics budget. This year's programs have been operated on a shoestring basis. The
programs are understaffed and no provision has been made for replacement of
equipment. Your Committee does not feel it essential that the District provide the
best athletic program in the state, but our citizenry should demand that the program
be operated with safe equipment and adequate supervision. The proposed budget
does no more than that.
Account No. 00233: Vocational Education
1966-67 Actual 1967-68 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$44,154 $88,233 $521,687
Current vocational education programs in the high schools do not provide the
diversification of offerings suited to the structure of our labor forces. The proposed
plan strengthens existing programs, but, more important, the planned expansion
is a reasonable step to increase equality and to provide balance of educational
opportunity for all students of the District. Adoption of a reasonably strong voca-
tional education program particularly illustrates the District's attempt to meet the
acute problems faced by a central urban school system in stimulating interest and
desire for formal education in disadvantaged children as well as preparing the
student with a foundation for economic survival in post-high school life.
Account Nos. 01210-01282: Capital Outlay
1966-67 Actual 1967-68 Budget 1968-69 Proposed
$430,042 $182,300 $1,174,318
A common misconception shared by many is that the funds requested will, in
part, be applied to build or pay for new schools. The proposed expenditures for
capital outlay are designed principally to acquire nineteen portable classrooms to
relieve the previously described critical overcrowding in some of the District's
schools. It is hoped that with those additional classrooms, no classroom population
will exceed 32. These funds will also be used to remodel presently unusable facilities
and to replace worn-out instructional equipment such as desks, chairs, blackboards,
and other items, the repair of which, in view of labor costs, is uneconomical.
Remaining Increases
The above items represent an aggregate increase of $7,433,621 over this year's
operating budget. The remaining $2,246,989 of the total $9,680,610 increase
over this year's budget is needed to fund fixed cost increases, to meet the general
rises in the cost of education and to provide the other services and programs from
which the citizens and pupils of the District have benefitted. These include
planning, research and development of curriculum, data processing, community
use of buildings, truancy and social work services as well as other programs and
services supportive of the basic school educational needs of Portland's children.
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C. Fixed Cost Increases
Even if Portland maintained its educational programs and personnel at the
sharply curtailed level of 1967-68, estimated expenditures would still exceed
anticipated revenues by approximately $173,000 because of increases in fixed
costs and reduction of revenues from some state and federal sources. The antici-
pated revenues include an increase in local revenues that would be available from
the six per cent tax base increase permitted by law without voter approval. The
fixed costs increases do not include a negotiated salary and wage increase for
District personnel, for which funds are not presently available.
Major increases in the fixed costs of operating the District in 1968-69 include:
1. Automatic seniority increases for personnel as provided by existing or pro-
posed contracts;
2. Increased teacher retirement benefits as passed by the State Legislature
(without any provision for funds from which to pay the increases);
3. Increased social security costs;
4. Increased medical insurance costs;
5. Increased liability insurance costs resulting from removal of School District
immunity from liability by the State Legislature (without providing funds
from which to pay the increased insurance costs);
6. Increased postage costs, and
7. Increased costs of eqiupment, supplies and textbooks.
From the table on page 181 and Portland's own experience, it is apparent that
the six per cent property tax base increase permitted by law without voter approval
(the property tax base provides only 62 per cent of total District revenues) is not
adequate to keep pace with increasing costs of education. While nationally the
annual increase in educational costs over the past several years has averaged about
6.7 per cent, the six per cent property tax limitation in Oregon provides Portland in
1968-69 with only a 3.7 per cent increase in total revenues over 1967-68.
D. Salary Increase
Portland teacher and administrator representatives have agreed with the Board
of Education on a new salary schedule for the 1968-69 school year/5 ' The new
schedule, however, is probably contingent upon the availability of revenues from
newly created sources.
Despite a salary increase in 1967-68 which averaged about 7 per cent(6)
another increase appears to be needed in 1968-69 both to combat inflation and to
meet competition. Inflation has reduced the teacher's purchasing power to a level
where the teacher finds it difficult to maintain even a modest standard of living.
According to School Board and teacher representatives, competition from
neighboring districts and states for personnel requires that Portland keep its salaries
at a level near those of its competition in order to attract and keep competent
teachers.(7) Despite last year's major salary increase, Portland's teacher salaries at
all experience and educational levels still remained in the lower fifty percentile in a
comparison of 39 major northern and western cities.(8) In fact, Portland ranked
near or below the lower 2 5 percentile at most educational and experience levels.
In comparing Portland's proposed salary schedule with those proposed in neigh-
boring districts for 1968-69, it is found that Portland's starting salaries tend to
be below those of other districts'91 whereas at maximum experience levels, Portland
salaries rank above those of surrounding districts. For example, most surrounding
districts are starting teachers with Bachelor's degrees at S6100-6200 as compared
to Portland's starting B.A. salary of S6.000. However, Portland's maximum
O)See Exhibits B 1 and B 2, New Salary Schedule.
(6)See Portland City Club Bulletin, May 12, 1967, Vol. 47, No. 50.
l")Intcrvie\vs with Charles Kuzminski, Portland Association of leachers, and Shirley Gold,
Portland Federation of Teachers, Robert Ridgely of Board of Education School District No. 1.
(8)See Exhibit C.
(9)Oregon Education Bulletin, February 14, 1968.
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Bachelor's degree salary of $9,500 and maximum Master's degree salary of $10,600
rank near the top among all Oregon districts. In general, Portland's proposed salary
schedule will enable it to remain competitive in salaries with surrounding districts
but will not give Portland a competitive advantage in attracting competent teachers,
even when only salaries are considered. More importantly, however, neighboring
districts may have a substantial competitive advantage over Portland in attracting
new teachers when factors other than salaries are considered, such as working
conditions, class loads, availability of supplies and texts, job security and auxiliary
responsibilities, because of the severe program, supply and personnel cutbacks in
Portland this year.
Portland's proposed teacher salary schedule for 1968-69 incorporates a major
innovation designed to offer teachers an incentive to continue their education
beyond the basic Bachelor's degree or Master's degree in those subjects which would
be most beneficial to the individual teacher in his or her particular teaching capacity.
In the past, a Bachelor's degree teacher could improve his salary level only
through automatic step increases based on experience, or by earning a Master's
degree. Earning the additional degree required the taking of numerous courses
which might not have any relevance to the teacher's particular school responsibilities.
Under the new schedule, however, the teacher can improve his salary by earning
an additional 15, 30, 45 or 60 approved credit hours beyond the Bachelor's degree.
The courses which the teacher takes to qualify for an increase must be approved
by the teacher's principal or supervisor, taking into consideration the individual
teacher's requirements. Thus, for example, under the new schedule, the starting
salary for a Bachelor's degree teacher with no additional approved credits rises to
$6,000 from a 1967-68 level of $5,900, an increase of less than two per cent.
At the maximum experience level, a Bachelor's degree teacher with no additional
approved credits will receive a salary of $9,500, up from $9,200 in 1967-68, an
increase of slightly more than three per cent. In contrast, the starting B.A. teacher
who earns an additional 30 hours of approved credits can earn $6,200 without any
additional experience, whereas under the 1967-68 schedule, such teacher would
earn only $5,900, the same as a B.A. teacher with no additional training.
Accordingly, under the new schedule, the teacher must earn any substantial
salary increases above the automatic, experience-based step increases of the past by
obtaining additional useful training. The teacher who does not seek such additional
training receives little benefit from the new salary schedule.
Another important aspect of the new schedule is that for the first time it
encourages the classroom teacher with ability and motivation to remain in the
classroom. Under the new schedule, teachers with such qualities who remain in
the District can reach salary levels equal to and even above those of some school
administrators. In the past there has been a tendency for the more aggressive,
highly-motivated and able teachers to leave the classroom for administrative jobs
because of the higher salaries obtainable in administration. The new schedule is
designed to benefit the students by encouraging such teachers to remain in the
classroom.
One of the most significant aspects of the new salary agreement is its provision
for developing a program of merit pay for teachers to be implemented on an experi-
mental basis. The School Board has agreed to appropriate $25,000 in 1968-69
to initiate this program.
In conclusion, the proposed salary schedule appears necessary to enable Portland
to attract and keep qualified teachers and offers incentives which should appeal to
the more highly motivated and able teachers in the District. The new schedule
represents a major step forward and hopefully forecasts the trend of future salary
schedules.
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EXHIBIT B
MASTER'S SCHEDULE
Proposed Teachers' Master's Degree Salary Schedule 1968-69
MA MA
Step 1967-68 Step 1968-69
1 $6100 1 $6400
2 6200 2 6600
3 6300 3 6800
4 6600 4 7050
5 6900 5 7300
6 7200 6 7550
7 7500 7 - 7900
8 7750 8 8175
9 .. . 8000 9 - ... - .- 8425
10 8300 10 8750
11 8600 11 9050
12 8850 12 9375
13 9100 13 9625
14 9400 14 9875
15 9650 15 10,225
16 10,000 16 .10,600
EXHIBIT A
BACHELOR'S SCHEDULE
Proposed Teachers' Bachelor's Degree Salary Schedule 1968-69
BA BA BA + 15 BA + 30 BA + 45 BA + 60~
Appr. Qtr. Hrs. Appr.Qtr. Hrs. Appr.Qtr. Hrs. Appr. Qtr. Hrs.
Step* 1967-68 1968-69 1968-69 1968-69 1968-69 1968-69
~T $5900 $6000 $6100 $6200 $6300 $6400
2 6050 6200 6300 6400 6500 6600
3 6200 6400 6500 6600 6700 6800
4 6450 6650 6750 6850 6950 7050
5 6700 6900 7000 7100 7200 7300
6 7000 7150 7250 7350 7450 7550
7 7250 7500 7600 7700 7800 7900
8 7550 7750 7850 7950 8075 8175
9 7800 8000 8100 8200 8325 8425
10 8050 8300 8400 8500 8650 8750
11 8350 8600 8700 8800 8950 9050
12 8600 8850 8950 9050 9275 9375
13 8800 9100 9200 9300 9525 9625
14 9000 9300 9400 9500 9775 9875
15 9200 9500 9600 9700 10125 10225
16 10500 10600
*A "step" is an automatic annual salary increase.
188 P O R T L A N D CITY CLUB B U L L E T I N
EXHIBIT C
SUMMARY OF 39-CITY STUDY OF TEACHER SALARIES
Beginning BA Beginning MA
Group 1966 1S67 Change 1966 1967 Change
Top
75% Me
Median
25% Me
Portland
6375
5700
5425
5340
5350
6650
6000
5850
5625
5900
+275
+300
+425
+285
+550
6900
6004
5900
5685
5550
7300
6621
6380
6092
6100
+400
+617
+480
+407
+550
Portland 17th from top 1967 Portland 30th from top 1967
Maximum BA Maximum MA
Group 1966 1967 Change 1966 1967 Change
Top
75% Me
Median
25% Me
Portland
10700
9250
8911
8529
8600
11045
9755
9250
8801
9200
+345
+505
+339
+272
+600
11450
10013
9584
9314
9275
11980
10650
10300
9800
10000
+530
+637
+716
+486
+725
Portland 23rd from top in 1967 Portland 28th from top in 1967
V. WHY A TAX BASE INCREASE?
When the Board of Directors of School District No. 1 adopted a proposed
General Fund Budget for fiscal year 1969 of $61,294,884, to maintain the level
of education of the District during the 1968-69 school year, it adopted a proposed
budget which was $9,875,000 more than budgetary income from known revenue
sources for that period. The question then arose, "Where would the District raise
the $9,875,000 to balance its proposed General Fund Maintenance and Operation
Budget?"
A. Federal Funds:
Can the School District hope to receive additional revenue assistance to meet its
1968-69 school year budgetary requirements from the Federal Government?
(1) As Congress is in the immediate process of cutting the Federal Budget
with regard to current and future appropriations of existing and proposed
programs, many of which are directed toward the alleviation of problems faced
by the "core urban area" school districts, it is highly unlikely that Portland's
school district will receive any additional federal revenue assistance during the
next two or three years, let alone during the 1968-69 school year.
(2) Federal funds for the various programs affecting local school districts
are normally distributed through the Department of Education in each state
and, except in rare cases where the expenditure of those federal funds is
dedicated to the "core urban areas," those funds are spread throughout the
school districts of the state in a manner parallel to the distribution of "Basic
School Funds" in our state. With the history of the relationship of the Oregon
Department of Education with School District No. 1 and the Department of
Education's budgetary relationship with the Oregon Legislature, there can be
no hope of any increase of appropriate federal funds which are distributed
by the Oregon Department of Education (or other state agencies such as the
Department of Employment, Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, or the
Public Welfare Commission) assisting in the alleviation of the problems of
School District No. 1 in the foreseeable future.
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B. State Funds:
Can the School District hope to receive additional revenue assistance to meet
its 1968-69 school year budgetary requirements from the state government?
(1) The Oregon Legislature will not meet until January, 1969. Therefore
any special assistance to School District No. 1 requiring legislative action in
the form of a long-needed change in the Basic School Fund formula has no
chance to become effective until the 1969-70 school year. Any action of the
Legislature seeking new taxation as a means of property tax relief, with the
funds dedicated to the state's school districts, would be legislation requiring a
special vote by the people. Even if it passed, it could not become effective until
the 1970-71 school year. Therefore, based on previous experience with the
Legislature, the District can expect little additional financial assistance by
legislative action and, if necessary, popular statewide vote, for a minimum of
one year and in all probability at least two years.
(2) The possibility of special assistance from the State Emergency Board is
precluded by both the limitation of its available funds, and the various restric-
tions on its appropriations.
(3) Distribution of additional funds from the State Department of Educa-
tion and other state agencies dealing with both federal and state funds has
been discussed in subsection (2) under Federal funds above.
C. Therefore, Local Funds:
Since it is the belief of School District No. 1 officials and of your Committee
that the funds are urgently needed now and that the situation cannot wait until
special additional funds may become available, or the Oregon Legislature takes
appropriate action to alleviate the problems of the District and relieve property tax,
the only way to raise the funds required to balance the proposed 1968-69 school
year budget is by local action. Two methods of local action with regard to District
funds are available: (1) a Special Maintenance and Operating Levy of one or two
years duration, and (2) an increase in the School District No. 1 tax base.
A special operating levy for one or two years is a temporary measure. It has the
major disadvantages of preventing any realistic long-range planning and is expensive
to the local taxpayer who must pay for these elections. If the cost could be considered
temporary, then temporary tax measures would be appropriate. However, the need
is permanent.
An increase in the tax base permits the District to increase the amount of money
it can tax against the property in the District. The Board has decided to take this
approach in order to raise the $9,875,000 increase that is needed. Given a larger
base, the Board feels it can adequately plan for the future needs of the District
without the uncertainty of having to 50 to the voters each year for approval of its
operating budget. Of course, any increase in the tax base beyond the constitutional
limit of six per cent per year would still have to be approved by the voters. Since it
appears that any action by the Legislature to aid the District would not have any
real effect for two school years, the increase in the tax base now seems the most
practical \va\ to raise the funds this Committee feels the District needs.
If the needs of the District are justified, and more funds are required, it seems
the increase in the tax base is the most realistic wav.
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VI. PROPERTY TAX ISSUE
Opposition to property tax levy measures for schools has been voiced by segments
of the business community. The arguments of opponents include:
(1) The tax burden for maintaining schools is unduly borne by property
owners. For instance, the tax base has historically doubled each twelve years.
(2) The school population is actually declining.
(3) School construction should be financed by bonded indebtedness.
(4) The fact that School District No. 1 spends much less per pupil than
most other Oregon school districts is attributable to the inherent economies of
a large operation.
(5) Defeat of the levy measure will force the Legislature to revise Oregon's
tax system to provide for property tax relief.
(6) The School District has been guilty of lavish spending of tax revenues.
Your Committee, in its seventeen months of studying the operating programs
of the District, has found no evidence of lavish spending. The Committee does not
necessarily disagree with the other five statements, but finds them unresponsive to
the question whether this tax base increase measure should be passed.
Property tax burdens may well be oppressive, but under the present tax struc-
ture, school districts in Oregon have no alternative sources from which to raise
additional funds. The question each property owner must ask himself (if property
values are his prime concern) is: "Is the value of my property threatened more by
additional property tax than by deterioration of my local school system?" Your
Committee suggests the latter presents the bigger threat, and the increase of $23.70
per $10,000 or true cash value will do more to preserve values than shortsighted
action in defeating the measure. Few homeowners think twice about spending the
dollars to repair a leaky roof, and your Committee considers spending the dollars
now to preserve the school system to be equally necessary.
Eighty per cent of the District's budget is attributable to salaries. While the
cost of living may have risen only two to four per cent a year in the recent past,
wage and salary increases for all walks of life have averaged at least six per cent
annually, and few have averaged less. Your Commitee sees no justifiction for treat-
ing school personnel differently and feels they are likewise entitled to wage increases
commensurate with non-educational occupations.
The rate of school population increase has declined, but school population in
Portland has continued to increase. School population may be expected to decline,
but not significantly. The cost of living—and even more important—wage and
salary schedules in all walks of life are not expected to decline.
It may be true that school construction should be financed through bonded
indebtedness. However, if the District should adopt such a program, it must be
remembered that the operating budget may be required then to include the necessary
interest to fund such a program. At present, no operating funds are utilized to
finance new construction through payment of interest or otherwise.
The concept that large school districts can operate more economically than
smaller districts is a fallacy, although the State assumed such to be the case in
creating the formula for allocation of state basic school support funds. School
District No. 1, as is the case of other large urban school districts, has additional
problems with which to cope in handling the unique problem of providing education
for all its children when many such children are handicapped by socio-economic
deprivation of physical, mental or emotional deficiencies.
Regardless of what pressures are placed upon the Legislature to provide property
tax relief, whether it be passage of property tax limitation measures or otherwise,
immediate legislative relief to property tax burdens is not foreseeable. Yet the need
for additional school support funds is vitally immediate. The citizens of the District
will be pennywise and pound foolish to believe that defeat of the tax base measure
will not be detrimental to their interests.
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It was encouraging, in the course of its study, for the Committee to find many
persons involved in the real estate business supporting the proposed tax base increase.
Typical of the positive position taken by many such persons is the following
resolution, unanimously adopted by the Board of Directors of the Portland Board
of Realtors upon the unanimous recommendations of its Committees on Taxation,
Legislation and Community Affairs:
RESOLUTIONS)
WHEREAS, School District Number One is submitting a proposed tax base
increase in the amount of $9,875,000 to the voters of the City of Portland on
May 28, 1968, and
WHEREAS, the Portland Board of Realtors recognizes the need for this
increase to provide adequate education opportunity to the children of this
District; to restore budget resources severely cut in the year 1967; and to meet
the rising costs necessary to maintain our educational system experienced
throughout this state and country; and
WHEREAS, a superior school system and well-maintained school facilities
are an instrumental factor in influencing both home and commercial values;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Portland Board of
Realtors hereby recommends a "Yes" vote on the proposed tax base increase
sought by the Portland Public Schools on Election Day, May 28, 1968.
VII. CONCLUSIONS
In the course of its studies in the past year and a half, your Committee has
continually encountered the increasing mood of discontent, uncertainty and appre-
hension among our citizens with regard to the public school system and the social
structure of our core Portland area.
Therefore, your Committee believes:
—The General (Maintenance and Operating) Fund Budget proposed by School
District No. 1 for the 1968-69 school year is absolutely necessary to restore the
school system to the qualitative levels which Portland's citizens have enjoyed and
required in prior years.
—Each voter may have objections to specific items of the overall program and
budget of School District No. 1, but if each specific item were voted on separately,
the majority would concur in each case.
—The proposed budget understates the true financial needs of the District
required to:
a. prepare our youth for understanding and adjustment to our society;
b. prepare our youth to compete in our local labor force;
c. prepare our youth to meet the needs of our local economy; and
d. combat the steady social disintegration of Portland's "core area."
—The Portland Public School System must remain and be strengthened as
the backbone of any program to preserve the core Portland area as a viable residen-
tial area with a constantly expanding economy and standard of living.
—There will not and cannot be any immediate additional support from either
the State Legislature or state agencies to assist in the alleviation of the problems
of our schools.
) In connection with the resolution, the Directors or the Hoard of Realtors also approved the
following statement:
"Endorsement of the tax base increase for School District No. 1 by the Portland Board
of Realtors reflects the high priority which the Board gives to maintaining a reasonable
standard of primary and secondary education in the community, despite the Board's convic-
tion that property must be relieved from carrying its present tax burden.
"We are unwilling to see school standards lowered further and unwilling to gamble with
the future of our schools as a means of trying to force relief. We do believe that the voters
and lawmakers of this state must face up, at once, to the necessity of meeting a substantial
part of budget requirements through a sales tax."
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—The sound administration of public educational systems requires planning
which cannot be effectively carried on when the availability of funds is subjected
to the annual uncertainty of special levy elections.
—This tax base increase is necessary action required to restore and maintain
Portland's school system—pending meaningful state and local tax reform.
—The failure of Portland voters at this time to accept the responsibility of
increased property taxes to restore and maintain the District's public primary and
secondary school systems would be "penny wise and pound foolish" when the
currently required tax base increase is compared with the compounded funds
required to restore the school system once it had been shattered—as has been
exemplified in the cases of other major core urban cities throughout the country.
—The urgency and priority of the need transcends the normal reluctance of
the voters to face the effects of increased property taxes.
VIII. RECOMMENDATION
Therefore, your Committee unanimously recommends that the City Club of
Portland go on record as approving the School District's request for a tax base
increase and urges a "Yes" vote on School District Measure No. 4.
Respectfully submitted,
Edmund A. Jordan
James B. Leigh
James McCreight
James Larpenteur, Jr.,
General Chairman
George S. Gearhart,
Tax Base Subcommittee Chairman
Approved by the Research Board May 16, 1968 and submitted to the Board of Governors.
Received by the Board of Governors May 17, 1968 and ordered printed and submitted to
the membership for discussion and action.
